Abstract -This paper considers the cultural resources for corporate action tied into stakeholder models, criticizes current stakeholder models, and develops a perspective based in ethics and the political model of the stakeholder. The purpose of this analysis is to lay out models which recognize the cultural challenges related to the blurring of the boundaries of the corporation and the needs of different cultural contexts.
INTRODUCTION
How does culture affect our understanding of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)? And why should culture matter in discussions of CSR?
In examining explanations of CSR in Maersk and WalMart web sites, Kampf [1] found that each company framed the discussion and responded to CSR issues based on expectations from the cultural context of their headquarter countries. Since then, researchers have discussed implications for CSR related to cultural context including filtration of issues in CSR communication [2] resulting in communication choices that prioritize some stakeholder groups and not others; and the role of business in global peacekeeping as an extension of the CSR agenda [3] . The combination of corporate choices in stakeholder selection through filtration of issues together with the potential for business to actively work to shape the context of society highlights a reciprocal relationship between business and cultural context. This reciprocal relationship implies an interaction at the intersection between business and society, which dynamically shapes cultural context. Thus, business norms and practices can be understood as being both affected by and able to affect cultural contexts. To highlight the reciprocal and dynamic interaction between business and society, this paper uses a model of culture focused on processes of creating and using resources for knowing and acting in a given context. The model is based on Swidler's [4] notion of settled and unsettled cultures, which interact and can be understood as a cultural process inherent in globalization. Settled cultures can be seen as cultures with a long history that produce resources for both action and knowledge. Unsettled cultures can be understood as global trends, which need to be attached to settled cultures in order to have access to resources and survive in the long term. Resources for knowing and action include models and metaphors underlying socio-cultural norms for understanding CSR. This paper looks at stakeholder models as a form of socio-cultural resources which shape corporate understanding of the interface between corporations and society. In order to challenge our understanding of corporation-stakeholder interactions, it develops the "Political Model of the Stakeholder" [1] , [5] . (In [5] , the de-centered stakeholder model set up by [1] is given the title "Political Model of the Stakeholder.") This model offers new directions for understanding culture as a dynamic process in global environments, as well as shifting our understanding of corporationstakeholder interactions to become a process of both producing and using cultural resources. These (re)definitions are then used as a basis for proposing tools for project conception which operate in and (re)define the interface between corporations and society.
STAKEHOLDER MODELS AS A FORM OF CULTURAL RESOURCES FOR CSR
Stakeholder models for business demonstrate basic understandings of the interplay between business and society. These understandings guide the focus and assumptions of strategy choices related to CSR. When stakeholder models place the corporation in the center, they foreground the needs of the company and place the needs of other stakeholders in relation to company needs. This tradition comes from Freeman's concept of stakeholder management, a seminal text that organized and elaborated on stakeholder/firm relationships from a stakeholder management perspective [6] .
The key stakeholder model that is most often cited as pivotal in CSR is Donaldson and Preston's [7] Stakeholder Model of the Corporation in which, for the first time, the interactions between stakeholders and corporations are bi-directional. This bi-directionality implies that not all information about the company originates from the company. But it still underlies assumptions about corporations "giving sense" to stakeholders as well as stakeholders "making sense" of the corporation [8] . As theoretical concepts for understanding CSR were being added to the model, two new issues were addressed in 2002, by Post et al. [9] . These issues were: 1) stakeholders could be classified and differentiated by type, and 2) a distance between stakeholders and the firm could be measured and the smaller the distance, the more legitimate the stakeholder. Thus, stakeholders not recognized as close to the corporation such as sociopolitical actors, could be dismissed as not legitimate. This development took a step back from the interaction and agency sharing implied by Donaldson and Preston's groundbreaking model. Their model of stakeholder proximity bears a striking resemblance to Mathes and Stevenson's ego-centric organizational chart [10] . The Post et al. model can be seen in Figure 2 . Because the socio-political arena is depicted with the farthest distance, this model in Figure 2 maintains a corporate-centered view for understanding stakeholders.
In 2008, the model was revised yet again by Fassin. Here the model takes on new aspects, but remains essentially corporate centered. FIGURE 3. THE STAKE MODEL OF THE FIRM [11] .
Here the center shifts from the corporation to management, so the corporation is represented by people rather than being directly at the center. The model in figure 3 also depicts fuzzy boundaries, recognizing that certain stakeholder groups can be understood as being a part of the inner circle that defines the organization. These include employees, shareholders, customers, competitors, and special interest groups. However, each of these groups is depicted at the boundary, being partially included and recognizing that boundaries between corporations and stakeholders are becoming increasingly porous. The notion of fuzzy boundaries, along with the shift in focus from the corporation as an entity to the people managing the corporation offer new resources for understanding the possibilities for CSR. When these boundaries are fuzzy, the agency for deciding what CSR looks like can be seen as a shared resource across the boundaries.
One of the issues with the early corporate-centered stakeholder models of the corporation can be seen in the assumed metaphor of the corporation as a person. Key constructs for explaining CSR can be seen in Carroll's CSR pyramid, which bears a striking resemblance to Maslow's 1942 hierarchy of needs, a model developed to explain the behavior of managers. Figure 4 shows Maslow's hierarchy of needs together with Carroll's CSR pyramid. Note that the parallels between the two pyramids associate economic profitability with the most basic physiological needs, and philanthropy and ethics with the "less vital" needs of self-actualization and selfesteem. This paradigm infers that it is only the economic needs of the corporation that are necessary for survival. This model, then, contributes to an understanding of CSR as something that is good to develop after the key priority for survival of the corporation and the economic position of the company has been firmly established. Thus, with corporate-centered models for the firm, the underlying assumptions limiting our understanding of CSR relegate it to the periphery rather than the core of business strategy.
Thus, stakeholder models function as resources framing the opportunities for CSR action. However, this model can also be understood as one culturally-based approach to CSR rooted in U.S. and European business culture. Some young Scandinavian researchers interviewing CSR managers in Indonesia found that according to their interviews, the sociopolitical factors relegated to the edges of stakeholder models in U.S. and European stakeholder models were much more central to their interviewees' understanding of CSR. Thus, they proposed a change to Carroll's CSR pyramid based on their data. [12] .
In Figure 5 , the physiological needs of the company are depicted as ethical responsibility towards society in Indonesia. This shift in placing ethics as the key to corporate survival, with economic and legal responsibilities moved to the levels of belonging and esteem, opens up the opportunities for action in terms of CSR to center on the socio-political needs of the context, rather than relegate them to the periphery of stakeholder models. Given that Indonesia is an emerging economy, we can infer that understanding CSR has cultural implications, which are tied to the cultural context in which companies operate.
Similarly, findings which place ethical responsibility as the basis for a CSR pyramid specific to Malaysia can be seen in Figure 6 , where ethical responsibility is set up as the base, and economic responsibility is seen as at the top level, akin to self-actualization in Maslow's hierarchy of needs and philanthropic responsibilities in Carroll's CSR pyramid. [13] . Figure 6 demonstrates the model for a CSR pyramid in Malaysia. Here, based on a survey and contextual analysis of companies in the financial sector in Malaysia, Muwazir [13] found that Islamic values from Malaysian society played a strong role in corporate interpretations of CSR. Muwazir's survey results indicated that "top and executive managers in the financial institutions in Malaysia perceived non-profit responsibilities to be the main element that should be emphasized if the institutions wanted to survive in Malaysia. In addition, issues related to Islamic values in CSR were the second most important mechanism in ethical responsibilities." Thus, Muwazir highlights differences in cultural context between Carroll's model developed in a U.S. cultural context and Malaysian CSR developed in an emerging economy cultural context. These differences support the shift from economics to ethics for the basic survival of the company as seen in the model for Indonesia, and go one step further in relegating the economic gains of the corporation to the level of self-actualization in Maslow's hierarchy of needs. These models from emerging economy contexts infer that the interface between business and society is affected by cultural norms and contextual factors related to emerging economies. They also highlight the importance of ethics.
DEVELOPING THE POLITICAL MODEL OF THE STAKEHOLDER AS A DYNAMIC MODEL FOR UNDERSTANDING CULTURE IN CSR
Given the dynamism of emerging economies, a need for yet another stakeholder model of the corporation is in order. Since models from established economies assume that ethics are not the bottom line, and assume a level of global applicability in studies of CSR, and research from emerging economies in Indonesia and Malaysia contradicts established economy models, it is only fair to call into question the established economy models which serve as basic assumptions for CSR scholarship. To accommodate the emerging economy models for CSR, which put ethics as the base level for corporate survival, I suggest a de-centered model for placing both the firm and stakeholders as consequences of contextual factors. This model shifts the understanding of stakeholders by offering a tool for analysis that foregrounds the social and cultural context rather than the perspective of the corporation or even the perspective of a particular group of stakeholders. This model challenges the corporate-centric notions of primary stakeholders identified and prioritized by the corporation. It does so by offering a way to consider norms from multiple groups in the context together, and focus on their relations to both ecological factors, such as the social and legal frameworks present in emerging economies, and consequences for the firm. Rather than relegating socio-political actors to the edges of legitimacy as the stakeholder and stake models of the firm suggest, the model allows for an acknowledgement of context as connected to ethics through the connection of a diversity of norms to their consequences. Thus, the model not only indicates relationships between corporations and their stakeholders, but does so in a way that encourages analysis envisioning ethics as the basis for the survival of corporations.
This stakeholder model is the political stakeholder model of a firm, and it accomplishes two things in terms of making resources for action created to CSR available. First, it offers corporate leadership a way to understand the corporation as situated in cultural systems, and influenced by contextual factors and cultural norms present in their environment. Secondly, it offers a broader means for determining strategic action for both ethics and CSR because it allows corporations to see the limits of their agency. FIGURE 7. THE POLITICAL MODEL OF THE STAKEHOLDER [8] .
The political model of the stakeholder in Figure 7 decenters the corporation. The focus is shifted from the corporation to the effects of the context on the corporation. In 2012, Werhane [5] criticizes this model as being deterministic and not representing the legitimate stakeholders of the corporation. However, that is the point of de-centering the corporation-the model is intended to question the notion of legitimacy through distance from the corporation, and open up new cultural resources for action from a frame about CSR situated in a dynamic and context-sensitive system. Because ethics are contextual in nature, this model can be seen as a companion to Figures  5 and 6 , in which the physiological survival of the company is based in ethics rather than economics.
This model is applied to the cultural contexts for the headquarters of Wal-Mart and Maersk by Kampf [1] . In Figure 7 , the focus is on contextual factors, which affected the way CSR was communicated via the WalMart corporate web presences in the U.S. Figure 8 applies the model to contextual factors affecting the way CSR was communicated via the Maersk corporate web presence.
FIGURE 8. THE POLITICAL MODEL OF THE STAKEHOLDER
APPLIED TO A U.S. CONTEXT [1] . FIGURE 9. THE POLITICAL MODEL OF THE STAKEHOLDER APPLIED TO A DANISH CONTEXT [1] . Figures 8 and 9 show contrasting views in terms of origins related to the history of attitudes about the role of the state in relation to business and society. In Figure 8 , the role of the state as contested and minimized in the U.S.-based political system contrasts with the role of the state in Figure 9 where it is seen as a benevolent protector of the people. In the comparison between these two political systems, the norms responding to the highlighted ecological (in this case historical) factors differ, resulting in different consequences, or methods of operationalizing CSR. These figures demonstrate the political model of the stakeholder as a selective tool for analysis, which allows corporations to reflect on ways in which societal norms and contextual factors lead to consequences that matter.
Thus, through highlighting the nature and operational level of the connections between stakeholders and corporations in their political context, the political model for stakeholders foregrounds contextual factors which affect understandings and reactions to norms, and through the connection between norms for different stakeholder groups and their consequences, connects relationships between stakeholders and corporations with ethics.
DYNAMIC UNDERSTANDING OF STAKEHOLDER-CORPORATION RELATIONS AT THE INTERSECTION OF BUSINESS AND SOCIETY IMPLIES A DYNAMIC UNDERSTANDING OF CULTURE
In 1986, Swidler [4] laid out a framework for understanding culture in terms of the tensions between what she called "settled" and "unsettled" cultures. Settled cultures were defined as long-term systems which offered resources for action. In contrast, unsettled cultures operated as ideologies or specific practices which needed to attach themselves to settled culture resources in order to survive. National and local cultures can be understood as settled cultures. Governments both have resources and set limits which affect opportunities for action. Cultural resources can also be seen in the shared practices that have emerged over time in the public arenas available to national and local cultures-resources, which emerge through continued proximity, shared experience, and shared practices over time. Unsettled cultures can be understood as cultural processes of globalization in which new ideas, new practices, global companies or even emerging global standards such as CSR reporting standards set by different global governance organizations (i.e., the United Nations) and NGOs emerge and compete for resources from settled cultural contexts. The interaction between settled and unsettled cultures can be seen as part of the interaction defining the interface between corporations and society. This framework for understanding culture in action can be seen as a way for understanding unsettled cultures as outside influences, and settled cultures as the interaction between origins or ecological factors, norms and consequences from Figures  7, 8, and 9 .
In a synthesis that considers this mapping of outside influences to unsettled cultures and the rest of the system to settled cultures, Swidler's perspective on resources for cultural action can be operationalized as the interaction between origins, norms and their consequences. In this perspective, the bi-directional arrow between outside influences and origins depicts the tension between unsettled and settled cultures, in which unsettled cultures draw on the resources for acting in the rest of the system for their legitimacy. The implications of connecting Swidler's framework for understanding culture as a kind of competition for resources to the political model of the stakeholder include viewing the interaction between outside influences and origins as dynamic, meaning that outside influences can become origins when they have gained enough cultural resources.
CONCLUSIONS
In examining stakeholder models of firms, we have considered the effects of stakeholder models as providing underlying assumptions and resources for action in understanding the available means for conceiving of CSR, and subsequently incorporating CSR and ethics at the basic level of action in the corporation. Given that corporations are to a large extent organizing their work by projects, and these projects drive their operations, these assumptions about stakeholder relations and CSR can be seen as affecting the possibilities for conceiving of project goals and objectives.
Thus, the combination of a CSR triangle based not in economics, but in ethics as the physiological view to survival, and a political model of corporate-stakeholder relations that de-centers the corporation, offer a new framework for understanding CSR in terms of alignment to settled cultures rather than sense-giving pushed from unsettled corporate cultures. This alignment can become the basis for project conception that reflects CSR rooted in a socio-political perspective as it offers a perspective which is informed by the interaction of global unsettled cultures (i.e., global corporations and their assumptions about stakeholder relations) and settled cultures (i.e., national and local cultural contexts which have built up collective resources for action).
This dynamic, interactive perspective on culture at the interface of business and publics offers a place to recognize shifts in agency related to corporate strategy and to analyze the ethical needs of the context so that corporations can deal with the challenges of fuzzy boundaries in their conception of their roles at the interface with publics, as well as their use of and need for resources from settled cultures.
